-~--~=========1 92 [2010 JOURNAL divorce easily since the consequences of divorce would be serious and it will have adverse impact on the development of children. Even in England easy divorce is not endemic unless it becomes inevitable for spouses to get separated permanently. One thing is clear that modem trend is towards easy divorce that may be sought by the needy spouses when they find it difficult to live together. 1. The Indian Law considers as. the most seVer~t form of crime, the intentionally causing death of a person' and prescribes even the death penalty for such a crime'. Any act by which death is accelerated in respect of a person laboring under a physical disorder, disease or bodily infirmity constitutes culpable homicide', The law is not prepared to condone the act of a person resulting in death, even though the victim by resorting to proper remedies and skilful treatment, the death might have been prevented'. Even causing the death, while a person is still in the womb of the mother also treated as culpable homicide, if some part of the child is brought forth", All the exceptions to murder stated in first to fifth, do no give any immunity 1. See Section 300 IPC which defines the crime of culpable homicide amounting to murder. 3. Though self-killing is conceptually different from abetting others to kill themselves, and the later coming under 'Euhanasia' is sought to be justified on grounds of humanity or sympathy, as it would enable dignified exist of persons from the misery and misfortune of the deadly diseases and such cases are considered as 'life worst than the death'.
However, the law makes such acts as offences falling under Exception V of Section 300 of Indian Penal Code which states thus ;
.
"Culpable homicide is not murder when the person whose death is caused, being above the age of 18 years, suffers death . or takes the risk of death with his own consent."
As stated earlier, this exception makes the act to fall under the category of culpable homicide not amounting to murder and punishable under Section 304 IPC8.
4. Euthanasia is sought to be legalized on the ground, that it is an act of rational suicide in order to avoid protracted suffering from deadly diseases". Even a staunch supporter of 'auto Euthanasia' Arthur Koestler ended in life by ingesting a lethal dose of drugs'", An There is never relief from it nothing but nausea and this pain?". 5. It is no doubt true that modern medicine has.done a great job of prolonging life. But people who live long than they want to live, the legal system has found no solutions for it. In fact, it has been vehemently advocated that people should have the right to end their lives, when they want it and to get the necessary help for the exercise of this right. There are several decisions to the effect that the deprivation of the right to die and keeping a man in the hospital in his pres~nt condition would be abridging the right of privacy, 'removing the freedom of choice and invade the right to selfdetermination".
A statement made in the World Medical Assembly enunciates that "the . controlling principle for decision-making in heath issues should be the 'best interests' of the patient"!' and the duty of the physician is to protect and maximize his patient's 'best interests'. However, the actual experience of physician's not to follow the principle of the 'best interests' on the face of several penal statutes prohibiting Euthanasia and imposing criminal liabiliry". In fact, code of ethics clearly imposes a duty on a physician to the effect that 'he shall give no deadly medicine to anyone, if asked or nor suggest any Counsell 5."
6. 
The Council of Ethical and Judicial
Affairs of the American Medical Association has advocated a new policy" known as "passive Euthanasia" whereby a physician can withdraw all means of life prolonging',.;~:·::I't~:::ba,.; .. :;;bcen -insisted that a 'selfmedical treatment, including water and f~;'~<detenniruirion~;:~)'f"',de2th':' must be made in from a patient in an "irreversible co~".,'~accotdance·With·: ('8 . on request fo~~essation of ,treatment-by. a , equally 'so, the 'physicians -mustihave 'the competent patient", authority -both legal and social to refuse ·unilaterally.to do what they consider futile or 8. There has been a growing criticism'rhat: . doing anything which runs . counter to the the judicial systems are' ill-equipped and has'best.inrerests' of the patients. At any rate, no special compete[}ce to.' consider .or .take .:prordsiooalcoderequires physician not to decisions regarding the treatment of criti011Y. tteat &paaeni. while the patient 'refuses to ill and terminally illpatieors and thetef~~tikc.)tbe>,uarmcot. ·This.is based ,oo"impl.ied they cannot impose decisions': onilicit· 'coosent"ootlOtouch the'body.of-thepanem evaluation of what is in the 'best interests' of without.his consent the patients. On the other hand, there is a (a) To refuse medical or surgical treatment; and l(b)"'To 'choose "to<diem.';a>H\im2lle:;md 'digni6edmanner -
